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« The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

• If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

• Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 August 2003 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-27 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [3 Claim(s) 1-27 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

tO)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)0 All b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received, 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 

Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). . 

2) CD Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) d Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) O Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) O Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Disposition of the Instant Application 

• This Office action is responsive to Applicants' Response filed on 1 3 August 2003 and made of 
record in the file as Paper No. 1 0. 

• In this response, Applicants have not amended any of the claims but have instead presented 
arguments as to why the rejections presented in the previous Office action (i.e., the non-final 
rejection mailed to Applicants on 4/10/03) should be withdrawn. 

• For reasons set forth in detail below, the Examiner has maintained the rejections presented in 
said previous Office action. Claims I -27 are currently pending in the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 1 12 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. I 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making and using 
it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the 
inventor of carrying out his invention. 

I . Claims I -27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. I 1 2, first paragraph, because the specification, while 
being enabling for an optical stack, does not reasonably provide enablement for an optical stack, 
comprising an unsupported intrinsic polarizer having a first surface, the intrinsic polarizer lacking a 
protective coating; and a first optically functional coating disposed on the first surface of said intrinsic 
polarizer. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
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which it is most nearly connected, to practice the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 
That is, an intrinsic polarizer on whose first surface a first optically functional coating is disposed cannot 
be said to lack a protective coating thereon, since said optically functional coating inherently protects said 
intrinsic polarizer. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. I 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims I -27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. I 1 2, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. 
■ More specifically, the meaning of the limitation .unsupported intrinsic polarizer' 1 'recited in the claims 

cannot be ascertained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this' Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5, 12, 13, 17-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Butterfield et al. (4,747,674) in view of Applicants' Admitted Prior Art. 
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With regard to claim I, Butterfield et al. disclose the invention as claimed— an optical stack, 
comprising: 

a polarizer (26 in Fig. 2) having a first surface (between 26 and 24); and 

a first optically functional coating (22 and 24) disposed on the first surface of the polarizer— 

EXCEPT FOR an explicit teaching wherein said polarizer is an intrinsic polarizer. 

Applicants' Admitted Prior Art, however, acknowledges that intrinsic polarizers are commercially 
available in the prior art (See, e.g., pg. 3, II. 3-9). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the invention of Butterfield et al. such that 
its polarizer be an intrinsic polarizer, such teaching being acknowledged by Applicants' Admitted Prior Art 
as well known, for at least the purpose of enhancing generally the performance of said invention by 
making use of state-of-the-art polarizers introduced since the time of the invention of Butterfield et al. 

With regard to claim 2, said intrinsic polarizer of the combination has a second surface (between 
1 8 and 26), which further comprises a second optically functional coating 12, 14, and 1 6) disposed on 
the second surface of the intrinsic polarizer (See Fig. 2). 

With regard to claims 3 and 4, Applicants' Admitted Prior Art identifies K-type and KE polarizers 
as being types of intrinsic polarizers. 

With regard to claim 5, said first optically functional coating in Butterfield et al. comprises a 
hardcoat (viz., 22 in Fig. 2). 
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With regard to claim 12, Butterfield et al. teach wherein said first optically functional coating 
comprises a retarder layer, and liquid crystal polymer retarder compensation films are notoriously old 
and well-known in the optical retarder art. 

With regard to claim 1 3, it is noted that either or both the quarter-wave plate 24 and support 
layer 22 taught in Butterfield et al. diffuse light passing therethrough. 

With regard to claim 17, the combination teaches a layer of adhesive disposed on the second 
surface of the intrinsic (see 1 8 in Fig. 2 of Butterfield et al.). 

With regard to claim 1 8, the combination teaches wherein said intrinsic polarizer can be 
attached to cathode ray tubes, computer display screens and the like (See Abstract of Butterfield et al.), 
a teaching that is taken to encompass the attachment of same to a liquid crystal display cell. 

With regard to claims 19 and 20, Butterfield et al., the primary reference of the combination, 
teach wherein said adhesive layer 1 8 can comprise any adhesive material effective to provide a stable 
lamination without adversely affecting an optical transmission or performance (col. 9, II. 3-6), a teaching 
that is taken to encompass both pressure-sensitive and diffuse adhesives, respectively. 

With regard to claims 2 1 and 22, while the combination does not explicitly teach wherein the 
thickness of said optical stack is less than or about 25 microns, optical stacks having thicknesses less than 
or about 25 microns are notoriously old and well-known in the optical stack art. Moreover, Applicants 
have not associated any criticality with the less than or about 25 microns thicknesses relative to one 
another. 
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With regard to claims 23-27, please the teaching of the limitations contained therein by the 
combination as set forth hereinbefore. 

4. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Butterfield et al. 
(4,747,674) in view of Applicants' Admitted Prior Art, as applied above to claim I , and further in view 
of Ralli (5,926,293). 

With regard to claim 6, the combination discloses the claimed invention as set forth above 
EXCEPT FOR an explicit teaching wherein said first optically functional coating comprises a transflector 
coating. 

Ralli, however, teaches an optically functional coating that comprises a transflective (read: 
transflector) coating ( I 1 0 in Fig. I ). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified said first optically functional coating of the combination 
such that it comprise a transflector coating, as taught explicitly by Ralli, for at least the reason of managing 
light passing through said first optically functional coating more efficiently than would be possible in the 
absence of said transflector coating. 

With regard to claim 7, Ralli teaches wherein said transflector coating comprises a metal (See col. 
4, II. 66-67— col. 5, II. 1-2). 

With regard to claim 8, Ralli's teaching of a deposited layer of reflective metal meets Applicants' 
"wherein the first optically functional coating comprises a reflector coating" limitation. 
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5. Claims 9-11, 1 4- 1 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Butterfield 
et al. (4,747,674) in view of Applicants' Admitted Prior Art, as applied above to claim I , and further 
in view of Kumai et al. (JPI 1 94653A). 

With regard to claim 9, the combination discloses the claimed invention as set forth above 
EXCEPT FOR an explicit teaching wherein said first optically functional coating comprises a an 
antireflection film. It is noted that the combination does provide a teaching wherein said second optically 
functional coating comprises an antireflection film 

Kumai et al., however, disclose a first optically functional coating that comprises an antireflection 
film (viz, AR coating film I I b in Fig. I ). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified the first optically functional coating of the 
combination such that it further comprise an antireflection film, as taught by Kumai et al., for at least the 
reason of providing a greater degree of control over light passing therethrough. 

With regard to claims 1 0 and I I , it is notoriously old and well-known in the art of antireflection 
films for such films to comprise, respectively, a plurality of polymer or inorganic layers. 

With regard to claim 1 4, the claimed antiglare film is taken as reading on the antireflection film 
I lb of the combination. 

With regard to claim 1 5, the claimed wide view film is taken as reading on the support layer 22 
of the combination. 
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With regard to claim 1 6, the primary reference of the combination (Butterfield et al.) teaches an 
electrode (ITO layer 1 4), and the provisioning of electrodes in optically functional coatings is notoriously 
old and well-known in the optical display art. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicants' arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but have not been found 
persuasive. 

Applicants initially traverse the rejection of claims I -27 under 35 USC § I 1 2, first paragraph, in 
which the Examiner stated that "...an intrinsic polarizer on whose first surface a first optically functional 
coating is disposed cannot be said to lack a protective coating thereon, since said optically functional 
coating inherently protects said intrinsic polarizer..." by arguing that claims I -27 satisfy 35 USC § I 1 2, first 
paragraph, because "...a person of ordinary skill in the art understands that a protective coating... provides 
a polarizer with protection, e.g., from moisture. and/or heat, and an optically functional coating affects the 
optical properties of light passing through such coating." Applicants further argue that "...[a]n optically 
functional coating will ao? inherently protect the underlying polarizer." (Emphasis added.) Applicants 
finally refer to teachings in the specification (p. 2, 11 7 & p. 5, 11 1 5) to the effect that "...prior art H-type 
polarizers, which typically included optically functionally coatings, still needed protective coating to prevent 
degradation of the polarizer in a normal working environment...." maintaining thereafter that "...one 
skilled in the art could make an instrinsic polarizer lacking a protective coating thereon, which included 
an optically functional coating disposed thereon." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
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The issue at this point is the degree to which teachings disclosed in a specification of an instant 
application are to be viewed with respect to the limitations recited in the claims of that instant invention. 
And on this point, current case law makes it clear that although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1 181, 26,USPQ2d 1 057 (Fed. Cir, 1993). Therefore, the Examiner hereby maintains his previous 
assertion that Applicants' recitation in the claims that an intrinsic polarizer on whose first surface is 
disposed an optically functional coating can be viewed as lacking a protective coating-the precise nature 
and degree of said protection (or lack thereof) not having been recited inthe claims-continues to render 
said claims subject to rejection under 35 USC §112, first paragraph. 

Finally, with respect to Applicants' assertion that claims I -27 satisfy 35 USC § I 1 2, second 
paragraph, with regard to the "...unsupported intrinsic polarizer..." limitation, Applicants are respectfully 
reminded that although, as set forth hereinbefore, claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 1 8 1 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The Examiner maintains that Applicants' use of the adjective 
"unsupported" is open to broad interpretation, and that the claims could be amended to convey the 
sense in which Applicants intend the "unsupported" qualification to be interpreted without rendering the 
claims indefinite in the process. 
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Art Unit: 2872 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicants are reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Craig Curtis, whose telephone number is (703) 305-0776. The facsimile 
phone number for Art Unit 2872 is (703) 308-772 1 . 

Any inquiry of a general nature regarding the status of Misapplication should be directed to 
the Group receptionist, whose telephone number is (703)^08-0956. 

<?.K<?. / 

Craig H. Curtis 

Group Art Unit 2872 / // 
23 October 2003 V 

Audrey Chang 
Primary Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



